68       ON SHAKESPEAREAN FOLIOLATRY
notoriously, historical deception, as there is ocular,
and the remedy is by way of mental analysis. But
the Professor appears to be congenitally of the tribe
of the anti-Copernicans who refused to look through
the telescope. Let us admit, of course, that they
were " all honourable men," and proceed to note the
nullity of the reasoning.
In the way of three-card-trick logic, the passage
has an undeniable interest. You are presented,
first, with two concepts : " his work/' " his style/'
which we may call x and y. Then we are told that
our concept of x depends wholly on y, and that of
y on x. But equally these involve z=*Shakespeare.
No others can interfere. Given x, y follows ; and
the composite must be z, which is involved in x.
Q.E D. The trouble is that all three symbolised con-
cepts are but covers for the substance of the debate
to be solved, and are employed to conceal the issues,
so that, on scrutiny, the x-y-z formula is a simple
petitio principii, which might be termed infantine if
it were not framed by a Professor.
The * really applies to a congeries of " works " ;
the y to a congeries in another category. It is pre-
cisely the differentia within each congeries that
motive the challenge which the operator seeks to
dismiss. For y is in no way identifiable with x9 which
is but a label for the congeries 0, b, c, d, etc.; as is
y for the congeries A, B, C, D, etc. That is to say,
x is a disputed label, and there can exist no x y at
all, in terms of the recognised congeries so labelled.
Therefore z is in the same decomposed state.